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The Exile and Return of
Fray Isidro Cadelo, 1793-1810
RICK HENDRICKS

In 1792, twenty priests and two lay brothers, the initial wave of a mission of fifty Franciscans, arrived in New Spain for service in the custodies of New Mexico and Tampico. Six were assigned to New Mexico, one
of whom was Fray Isidro Jose de Cadelo Concha. Isidro had been born in
the Basque province of Vizcaya in Spain in 1765. At age sixteen or seventeen, he joined the Franciscan Order, and, on 12 February 1784, pronounced his first vows in the convento of Santander. Cadelo studied
philosophy and theology, leaving the convento of Vitoria on 13 May
1791 with the mission bound for the Holy Gospel Province. I
In November of the following year, the provincial in "Mexico City,
Fray Francisco Garcia Figueroa, informed Fray Isidro that he had been
named missionary to the Custody of the Conversion of Saint Paul of
New Mexico. He was to depart the Convento Grande in the viceregal
capital as soon as he had what he needed for his journey. Once in New
Mexico, Cadelo was to appear before the custos, who would assign him
to a mission. 2
As he prepared to travel to New Mexico, Fray Isidro could not have
known that his time in the mission field would coincide with a period of
fundamental change in the distant province. From unassuming beginnings,he embarked upon a career in which many of the most important
issues of late eighteenth-century New Mexico were played out. Cadelo
encountered civil-military authorities who were determined to exercise
control of society at the expense of ecclesiastical authorities and missionaries alike. He became embroiled ina long-simmering dispute, based
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on regional origin, within the Franciscan Order and emerged as a leader
in the fight against secularization. Initially a r,eluctant missionary, he
eventually took on his superiors, both civil and ecclesiastical, to defend
his Indian charges. Fueled by an irascible temperament, Fray Isidro turned
the instruments of civil authorities against the state and won. By doing
so, Cadelo personified the larger questions facing late colonial New
Mexico.
Yet all that lay in the future as Fray Isidro began his trip north from
Mexico City. He had made his way to the EI Paso area by the summer of
1793. In July, the commandant general of the Provincias Internas, Pedro
de Nava, wrote Cadelo that he had approved Vice-custos Jose Maria de
Vera's suggestion that Cadelo stay with him, since Vera had previously
requested another priest to help him. 3 From all appearances, Fray Isidro
made a favorable first impression on his superior. Soon after Cadelo
arrived, Vice-custos Vera named him to fill in at Socorro del Sur for Fray
Juan Bermejo who was ill and departing for Chihuahua. 4 Vera also honored Cadelo by asking him to deiiver the sermon dedicated to Our Lady
ofGuadalupe, the patron saint ofEI Paso, on 12 December. After this
auspicious beginning, something went terribly wrong between the two
Franciscan brethren. In late November, Cadelo informed Francisco Javier
de Uranga, the lieutenant governor of the EI Paso jurisdiction, that
Vice-custos Vera had reneged on his offer to Cadelo to give the
Guadalupe sermon. Cadelo apprised Uranga that he intended to preach,
come what may. He explained that, while he always obeyed his superiors
when they were with God, he could not obey Vera because he WC:\S unjust. S Cadelo had outlined, written, and studied his sermon before Vera
told him he could not deliver it. Fray Isidro insisted that he would. To do
otherwise would imply that he was discredited in that jurisdiction. The
other religious, knowing of his sermon and seeing him in good health,
would suppose that he had done something wrong for the vice-custos.
to deprive him of the opportunity to preach. Since his reputation and
honor were in good standing, this defamation would be very painful.
Vera did not stop with letters and threats. He audaciously asked
Uranga for a group of soldiers to assist him. Together with the
vice-custos, the soldiers went to Socorro on the night of 7 December.
One of them called Cadelo to hear confession. Entering a house nearby,
Fray Isidro asked to see the person who was ill, so that he could hear his
confession. At that, they jumped him from hiding and forcibly bound his
hands with a belt. That night, they took him to EI Paso, where the
vice-custos ordered him put in a cell. He was shackled that night and
the following day and prevented from saying or hearing mass. On the
night of the eighth, the shackles were removed, and Cadelo was sent to
Chihuahua in the custody of the paymaster of the presidio of San
Elceario. 6 Commandant General Nava informed Lieutenant Governor
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Uranga in January 1794 that the religious of the EI Paso district had
appealed to him to take action against Vice-custos Vera for his treatment of Fray Isidro. Nava ordered Uranga not to aid Vera. He also sent
word to the provincial in Mexico City so that he could take appropriate
measures against both religious. 7
The provincial, Fray Martin Francisco de Crucelaegui, recorded his
decision against Vera in Mexico City on 22 February. He was pained to
see the scandalous way Vera had acted toward Cadelo. He was to return
everything that belonged to Fray Isidro and go to the interior of New
Mexico as a simple missionary, serving wherever the custos assigned
him. Crucelaegui appointed Jose de la Prada vice-custos of the EI Paso
district and charged him with dealing with the conflict between Vera and
Cadelo. These matters were also communicated to the commandant general in Chihuahua. 8
Meanwhile in Chihuahua, the time must have weighed heavily on
Fray Isidro. A month after finding in Cadelo's favor, Crucelaegui penned
a reassuring letter telling him that he would soon learn where the provincial had assigned him. 9 In early April 1794, Cadelo complained to
Crucelaegui that he was suffering in Chihuahua because of various delays and difficulties. He had received only a she-mule as a stipend. He
had almost reached the point of asking God for sustenance by going
door to door, when he received alms of twenty-five pesos for a habit; he
had given his own away to clothe a dead man's body. Divine Providence
saw fit for a pious person to loan him a garment. This and similar misery
and need were what all-powerful God had sent him until such time as the
piety of the provincial, acting like a father, freed his son from so much
calamity. 10 Unbeknownst to Cadelo, the provincial had already ordered
his return to New Mexico. On 2 April, Commandant General Nava acknowledged the provincial's letter of 22 February about Fray Isidro and
stated that he would avail himself of the first opportunity to send Cadelo
to New Mexico. II
Nava was as good as his word, and before the month of April was
out, Fray Isidro was back in the El Paso area. There, he received a letter
Fray Francisco de Hozio wrote from Santa Fe seeking news of the province. Hozio regretted what had happened with the vice-custos, but told
Cadelo that he had to forget the matter, "for there is no room in a good
heart for passion or rancor." 12
The altercation between Cadelo and Vera was a foretaste of things
to come, as was Hozio's admonition against undue emotion. Fray Isidro
had displayed a willingness to challenge authority and cling to his principles with dogged determination. While these traits alone might have
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resulted in his problems with the vice-custos, the fact that Cadelo was
nine years Vera's junior and had no experience as a missionary cannot
be overlooked. In addition, Fray Isidro was a peninsular Spaniard and
Fray Jose Maria was a native ofPuebla, in New Spain. 13
The contentious relationship between peninsulars and criollos had
become generalized in the New World long before Cadelo arrived in New
Mexico, and tension within the Franciscan Order had reached levels comparable to those in the society at large by the last quarter of the eighteenth century. The matter had come to a head in New Mexico in 1782,
when a number of European friars had accused the crioHo governor,
Juan Bautista de Anza, and the custos, Juan Bermejo (a peninsular), of
pursuing a policy of discrimination and defamation against European
priests. For most of the time Fray Isidro served in New Mexico,
peninsulars outnumbered criollos, often by as many as two to one. Conflict swirled around the alternativa, the system agreed upon in 1711 to
alternate ecclesiastical offices between peninsulars and crioHos, which
the latter felt favored the former. Ironically, the numerical imbalance in
New Mexico was a direct result of the successful lobbying of the criollos and hijos de provincia (those penisulars who had joined the Order in
the province) in Mexico City to send European priests out of the Holy
Gospel Province. When a mission of forty-six Franciscans began to arrive in Mexico City in 1778, the criollos and hijos de provincia were able
to have eighteen Europeans sent to New Mexico over their protests
(before leaving Spain, they had been promised teaching and preaching
posts rather than mission work), thereby tipping the balance in the custody heavily in the penisulars' favor. That these friars were not trained
as missionaries may suggest that the commonly held notion that eighteenth-century Franciscans in New Mexico were inferior to their seventeenth-century counterparts may need reassessing. 14
In mid-January 1795, the bishop of Durango granted Cadelo a routine extension of permission to hear confession and preach for three
years. IS Nevertheless, correspondence from Custos de la Prada later in
the month indicated that Fray Isidro had run afoul of the governor,
Fernando Chacon, who was himself a Spaniard, a native of Malaga. 16
While he provided no specifics as to what Cadelo was alleged to have
done, the custos acknowledged receipt of Fray Isidro's effective argument that his conduct was good and his only desire was for public tranquility. De la Prada informed Cadelo, however, that the governor believed
otherwise. This was a serious danger. Fray Jose might have been hinting
at the source of the problem when he further warned him that adulation
was a false friend and that Cadelo lacked a great deal to be a true disciple of Christ. 17
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His difficulties with the governor notwithstanding, Cadelo served
in Santa Fe from February to November. 18 While there, he initiated a
correspondence with Fray Diego Jurado, a fellow peninsular from
C6rdoba, who was sixteen years older with a like number of years , experience as a missionary in New Mexico. 19 Fray Diego's letters, which were
responses to inquiries from Fray Isidro, show that the latter was at somewhat of a loss as to how to proceed in his ministry and that he looked to
the former as a mentor.
In an early letter, Jurado advised Fray Isidro how to minister to
various groups in Santa Fe. Soldiers imprisoned for common crimes
should ask permission from the officer of the week to go to the parish
church for confession. That way Cadelo would not have to continue
humiliating himself, presumably by going to the jail. They were also to
fulfill the annual precept. If there were many, they were to come in two
turns, confessing in the afternoon and taking communion the next day.
Those incarcerated for serious crimes were to be visited in the guardhouse with a day's notice. Every Sunday, Cadelo was to admonish them,
but if they failed to fulfill the precept on the appointed day, they were
not to be excommunicated if it was not their fault. Excommunication was
for rebels and the negligent; if they had been to church once or twice to
confess, they were neither. This must be approached ·prudently. In the
case of those who were negligent, Cadelo should first avail himself of a
judge a few days before acting.
Indians had the same responsibilities with respect to the church as
any other Christians. He should not be afraid that they would make poor
confessions; rather he should seek to hear their confessions and give
them communion if they were prepared. Those who had to confess
through an interpreter were not obliged to do so except in danger of
death. They should be gently admonished and made to see their obligation. Any Indian who voluntarily came should be allowed to confess. As
for the people ofthe Santa Fe, Jurado had not and never would concern
himself with them. He knew how they talked about him and he laughed
about it, which made them angrier. 20
In response to Cadelo's query about his mozo (male servant) Jurado
advised that since his arrival on 24 December 1778 in Santa Fe, it had not
been the custom for the priest's mozo to go on campaign. Fray Diego
had discussed this point with the custos when Fray Teodoro de Alcina's
mozo was called to serve. The governor had said that no one was exempt, and Jurado had responded that the mozo was to serve the priest. If
he left on campaign, the priest would stop his ministry and do the mozo's
job until he returned. Cadelo should tell alcalde mayor Jose Ortiz that
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and the governor as well. If they insisted, he should tell them that the
custody would avail itself of its rights and lay the matter before the
king, if necessary. Under no circumstances should Cadelo give his mozo '
animals if he was forced to go on campaign. 21
Fray Isidro was clearly trying to learn while on the job. His efforts
cannot have been helped by his continuing difficulties with Governor
Chac6n. In July, the governor informed Custos de la Prada that Cadelo
had departed Santa Fe without his permission. This bothered Chac6n
because he had never hindered Cadelo before. He did not know his whereabouts, but had heard he was with de la Prada in Abiquiu. Chac6n directed de la Prada to warn Cadelo about the error of his ways and observe
him to see whether he corrected his despotic manner. If not, the custos
was to advise the governor so that, together, they could take appropriate measures. 22 Doubtless, the custos delivered the warning. Nevertheless, that did not stop him from inviting Cadelo to deliver the sermon
dedicated to their patroness for the citizens of Santa Rosa de Lima de
.
Abiquiu on 7 or 10 September. 23
In December 1795, Fray Isidro was assigned to Nambe. 24 The following January, he turned once again to Father Jurado for advice. Fray Diego informed him that in the time of Governor Anza, personal service by
Indians for priests was stopped. Since that time, the going rate was two
pesos per month with food provided. Jurado had heard that Anza had
ordered them paid at the same rate as citizens, but this was not done. 2S
In early May, Fray Isidro sought the advice of Fray Diego once more. He
informed Cadelo that the duty of the sacristan and fiscal was not to sit
and watch what went on inside the church. The fiscal was to call anyone
from the pueblo the minister needed, send letters, and advise people. He
brought the Indians to mass and to study doctrine daily. The sacristan
was similar to a page. He took care of the horses and sometimes rang the
oells, although the fiscal usually did that. He provided firewood for the
kitchen and brought or had hay brought for the horses. 26
In addition to his lack of practical experience as a missionary, evidently Fray Isidro's initial reaction to ministering at an Indian mission
was very negative. This can be inferred from a letter he received from
Fray Santiago Fernandez de Sierra, a fellow Spaniard, who had been
exiled from the custody of New Mexico and planned to return to Spain.
War with France prevented him, and he had been admitted to the province of Zacatecas as predicador general and definitor and then named
chaplain of the flying company ofChihauhua. Fray Santiago commiserated with Cadelo, referring to comments Fray Isidro had made about his
Indian charges. Fernandez de Sierra said that all Indians were bad, and
the Tewas, such as those of Tesuque and Nambe, were the worst. 27
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In August, Fathers Esteban Aumatell, Jose Rubi,. and Cadelo agreed
upon an exchange of missions that meant Fray Isidro would transfer to
Jemez. Custos de la Prada approved the move, but said he would have
preferred that they had written him separately first. Still, he would seek
the governor's permission for the reassignments. 28 By October, Cadelo
had taken up his post in Jemez. 29
On 21 May 1798, the governor,justicias (magistrates), and elders of
Jemez, in the presence of Miguel Baca and Juan Bautista Gonzalez, presented a complaint against alcalde mayor Antonio Armenta to Fray Isidro.
During the previous year, on the pretext of protecting the pueblo's land
and orchards in Los Arboles del Cail6n, Armenta had stolen two-thirds
of their goods, including buckskins, mantas, serapes, and elk hides.
They turned to Cadelo as their doctrinero (friar who provided religious
instruction to the Indians) to defend them in the recovery of these goods.
Fray Isidro inform~d Armenta of the accusation presented against him
and demanded that he return the goods within three days. Cadelo also
wrote Governor Chacon a vaguely worded letter, accusing Armenta of
usurpation 'or robbery, but giving no details. He promised to explain
. everything in a subsequent legal proceeding. Fray Isidro's action recalled Fray Juan Agustin Morfi's scathing criticism of the alcaldes
mayores in New Mexico twenty years earlier. 30
Fray Isidro quickly had second thoughts about the manner in which
he had handled the accusation against Armenta. Soon after the event,
he related it to the newly elected custos, Fray Francisco de Hozio. 31
Cadelo explained that the way the Indians presented the matter caused
the friar to be swept up in his ardor and the vehemence of his violent
nature. He had felt compelled to write the alcalde and tlie governor in a
very imperious, dissonant, and disturbed way, which was inappropriate.
Therefore, Fray Isidro humbly requested whatever punishment the custos
deemed adequate. 32
Even had Hozio been disposed to settle the matter with a rebuke and
penance for the rash Cadelo, he did not get the opportunity. Governor
Chacon directed Hozio to investigate the matter, particularly with regard
to Cadelo's involvement with two Jemez Indians. Chacon wanted to know
why Cadelo was interfering with his jurisdiction. Fray Isidro was suspected of having plotted with the Indians so that he could represent
them. Chacon's displeasure was further aroused by the letter he had
received from Fray Isidro. In it, he noted a certain air of sedition and
feared serious consequences. The governor deemed both actions inappropriate for a religious. 33
In early June, a contrite Cadelo attempted to explain himself to Governor Chacon and beg his forgiveness. Fray Isidro had disagreed with
the alcalde because of what Nereo Sanchez, principal justicia of the
pueblo, and Lazaro Sola, an inhabitant of Jemez, had told him. Cadelo
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had been blinded by his well-known, fiery nature, which became apparent whenever he was faced with an unjust or senseless act. He realized
that this outrage infuriated those in authority and went completely
against the harmony and good relations he had always sought with any
official of justice and should seek with the governor. Therefore, he requested whatever punishment the governor thought appropriate. From
that day forward, he promised to obligate himself to satisfying completely the injured parties because he recognized the error of his ways. 34
The governor was unmoved. In mid-July, he reached a decision.
Having examined the results ofthe investigation into Cadelo's interference with the alcalde mayor of Jemez, Chacon determined that, for the
peace of the province and for his own good, Fray Isidro should be returned to the Holy Gospel Province. 3S Chacon explained his reasons to
Commandant General Nava. In the four years Fray Isidro had been in
New Mexico, the bishop of Durango had twice warned him, as had his
fellow friars and the governor repeatedly, about to his haughtiness and
unsuitable behavior. Cadelo had changed missions on four occasions,
at times because of complaints from the Indians and at times because of
disputes with justicias or citizens. He was impetuous and rash, as could
been seen from the problem he had with the vice-custos of El Paso.
Sola, the Jemez Indian, who was the principal cause of the juntas and
sedition, had been sentenced to work in the obraje of Encinillas for three
years. This was to serve as a lesson to the small group in every jurisdiction that caused problems. 36
Governor Chacon wrote to the provincial in Mexico City, Fray Jose
Joaquin de Oyarzabal, with his version of the events surrounding Fray
Isidro. Chacon noted that Fray Isidro had had numerous problems with
the previous custos, one of which had been very serious. He was neither at peace with nor friendly to his Franciscan brothers. He had had
problems with the bishop, the commandant general, and with two alcaldes
mayores, particularly the one of the Jemez jurisdiction, whom he coldly
defamed. It was likely that Cadelo would vent his anger against New
Mexico and the custody as Fathers Fernandez de Sierra and Severo Patero
had. They had used the arrival of diocesan priests to upset the populace
with all kinds of gossip. Perhaps a case could be made against them too.
At any rate, they should be sent away from the Provincias Internas, lest
they continue their evil-intentioned projects. 37
Custos Hozio also informed the provincial in late July that he had
complied with the governor's request to return Cadelo to Mexico City.
Cadelo had traveled as far as El Paso with Hozio. The custos felt that
Fray Isidro was impetuous and of a violent nature, which Cadelo himself
did not deny. To see that nothing more happened to him, the custos
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agreed to remove him, although with a heavy heart. Hozio added that
Fathers Fernandez de Sierra and Patero were causing problems among
the religious of New Mexico even though they had been expelled from
the custody for just cause. 38
On 18 August 1798, the legal counsel to the commandant general
rendered his opinion. Nava informed Governor Chacon, Custos Hozio,
and Cadelo. In counsel's opinion, Fray Isidro had the right to be heard
by the tribunal of his choosing. After Cadelo appeared in Chihuahua,
Nava again asked his counsel for an opinion. The counsel, Pedro Galindo
Navarro, said the matter was for the bishop of Durango to decide and a
copy of the proceedings should be sent to him. Cadelo was so informed,
and Nava issued a decree to that effect on 14 September 1798. A letter of
8 October indicatedthat it had been received in Durango and was in the
Tribunal de Justicia, but no decision had been rendered. As of March
1799, there had been no response to Cadelo's petitions. On 2 April,
Commandant General Nava vacated the case and forwarded a complete
copy of the proceedings related to Cadelo to the regente oft,he Audiencia
of Guadalajara, Francisco de Saavedra. 39
After departing Chihuahua, fray Isidro did not proceed to his province in Mexico City as ordered; rather he sought refuge in the Convento
of San Francisco in Sombrerete. There, he received word from the provincial, fray Jose Angel Dorrego, that the province had written the
audiencia about Cadelo's pending case. Fray Isidro should remain where
he was until the matter was concluded. 40 By late summer, Cadelo had
grown impatient. He petitioned Saavedra for permission to go to
Guadalajara should the audiencia's decision be delayed beyond October. 41
Cadelo, now referring to himself more formally as fray Isidro Jose de
Cadelo Concha, addressed a long letter to the audiencia in which he
listed thirteen points related to the pending litigation:
(1) Though he expected to suffer while defending himself, his
actions were justified by God and royal laws. He had come from
Spain to sacrifice his labor to save souls, serving the king as a
missionary.
(2) His career would be delayed if he could not count his time in
Sombrete against the ten years he needed to serve.
(3) Knowledgeable and impartial people had advised him to take
his case to the Council of the Indies if necessary, but he preferred to do as the audiencia commanded.
(4) The opposing parties were powerful and could ruin him, but
he had the necessary spirit, fortitude, and resolve to resist such
blows. Those superiors had abandoned the course of justice.
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(5) He would prove all he had said, but his lack of moderation in
his language was reprehensible. He had no experience with the
law and had failed to observe judicial form.
(6) He was mortified to have to write important people, but was
forced to do so. He would be held responsible before the tribunal of God if, as a pastor, he failed to protect the sheep in his
charge when he saw them oppressed and devoured by ferocious and bloodthirsty wolf. Governor Chacon made an innocent man into a criminal, and Lazaro Sola's death was the result
of that outrage. He died without going to confession; because
when asked what he suffered from, he responded>Ese coraz6n
ya mucho do/iendo. Ese no mas yo tiene malo. There was no
way to make amends or ease his family's suffering. His only
crime was to have stated the truth about what belonged to him
I
and his pueblo.
(7) Fray Isidro's fiery outbursts sho,!ld be weighed against the
fatigue and labor of so much traveling, tarnished honor, lost
merit, and wasted time.
(8) He had no holder of his power of attorney, advocate, agent,
or any other assistance other than the reason and integrity of
the audiencia.
(9) If he committed a crime while serving in his missions, the
custos and the governor should have made a case against him
with the provincial in Mexico City, and no such case was in that
archive.
(10) The opposing parties contemplated his angelic and peaceful character and judged it very violent, impetuous, and fiery.
Fray Isidro felt that he had proceeded more correctly than they
had.
(11) Two outrages had been committed, one against Sola and
one against Cadelo. That of the Indian pained Fray Isidro more
because he was poor and defenseless. His own pained him less
because, despite his adversity, God inspired him to defend himself from his persecutors.
(12) Either there was sufficient cause to remove him from his
mission or not. If there was, he wanted to know so he could
respond to it. If not, he asked to be assigned wherever it was
deemed appropriate and in accordance with the law.
(13) True justice was a virtue derived from God to be given to
the person to whom by legitimate right it belonged. Its honesty
never wavered; it was an incorruptible virgin, an unconquerable
empire, and an irresistible force. Justice was graceful and loving
to the just, strong and terrible to criminals. It was the fundamental principle of order and harmony, beauty and unity, and peace
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and decorum in the universe. It was the firm bastion of innocence, purest crucible of the truth, insurmountable rock offaith,
sentinel of the law, throne of governments, scepter of princes,
and well-being of the people. It was the virtue that would always endure in the will of the innocent, with God's consent, and
at the summit of reason because it ended worldly c<;mtroversies.
It was a strong wall separating the truth from lies; a protective
shield for the widow, the child, and the disabled; a bolt of lightning that reduced to cinders the throne of iniquity and evil.
Hearing the plaintiff and the defendant, attentive'to each one's
merit and considering their characters, justice rewarded good
and punished evil. This was the justice Fray Isidro sought from
the authorities of the Provincias Internas and of his custody.42
One of those authorities, Custos Hozio, responded to a request from
the audiencia for the proceedings against Cadelo by saying that he had
given it to Governor Chacon, who sent it to the commandant general.
The audiencia could judge for itself whether fray Isidro had been given
a hearing. Cadelo's temerity was great and did not correspond to what
he professed as a Franciscan. Hozio felt that to prevent another priest
from doing the same thing in the future, Cadelo should return to the
Holy Gospel Province. 43
Governor Chacon also answered the request from the audiencia for
information regarding Cadelo, specifically his charge of a lack of a hearing. Cadelo's statement had been taken and he had perjured himself,
failing to disprove the charges against him. Chacon cited most of the
previously mentioned accusations against Cadelo and added that his
immediate superiors had warned him about his insubordination and lack
of harmony with his fellow friars and the fact that his private life was not
among the most exemplary. The governor thought it best that he not be
allowed to return, because the religious of New Mexico, being in a position of pQwer over the populace, posed a serious problem for the governor. If they could not be contained, especially in matters relating to
public tranquility, the province would be lost. 44
The fiscal of the Audiencia of Guadalajara delivered his opinion in
the case regarding Cadelo's removal from Jemez in early November 1799,
copies of which went to Governor Chacon and Commandant General
Nava. The fiscal cited cedulas of 13 November 1795, 1 August 1795, and
the bull Misionare oflnnocent XI (1676-89) in his finding. The cedula
of 1 August 1795 repealed 1.6.38 of the Recopi/aci6n de leyes de los
reinos de las Indias,4s which held that a doctrinero could be removed by
agreement of the superiors and person who exercised the patronato
real. It stated that in general in the future, curas and doctrineros who
were instructed according to canon law could not be removed without
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framing an indictment against them and taking their testimony as provided for by law. 46 In New Mexico, the patronato real was in the hands of
the commandant general of the Provincias Internas and not the governor.
Cadelo had gone to New Mexico with a patent dated 3 December
1791, sent by the provincial in accord with 1.14.19 of the Recopilaci6n,
which provided that religious who went to the Indies at the king's expense went where they were assigned. Then, he had been ordered to the
Convento Grande in Mexico City by his custos at the governor's request. This violated 1.15.17 of the RecopilaciOn, which declared that
the position of doctrinero was not interim but proprietary, and 1'.6.48,
which established that doctrinas were not to be vacant more than four
months. Priests sent by the king, presidents, or governors should only
be removed by prelates with very just cause, as stated in 1.14.37. According to 1.14.73, neither public nor secret reports against a priest were
permitted, except in cases of public scandal. It was up to the prelate or
the bishop to mete out punishment according to 1.14.74. Doctrineros
were curas or parrocos who had had instruction according to canon law
as stated in 1.15.3. As a doctrinero, Cadelo was covered by the cedula of
1 August 1795, which meant that he had been illegally removed. Worse
yet, he had been dispossessed. He must be immediately restored since
an indictment had neither been legally framed nor had he been given a
lawful hearing. The commandant general, vice-patron of the province,
did not even take part in the matter.
If Cadelo was lacking as a priest, the ordinary should have been
called and fray Isidro's testimony heard. Even if Cadelo was not instructed according to canon law, the bishop should have intervened.
The mere fact that the ordinary did not participate made the charge
against him null and required his restitution. Even if Cadelo was only a
missionary, he could not be 'removed, according to the laws cited and
the cedula of 13 November 1795. The latter document held that a missionary could be removed before serving ten years only if the definitorio
(the four-man council selected by the custos) decided that he was unsuited to be a missionary and the superior government of the district
agreed after an advisory hearing.
Cadelo's removal was also invalid because the custos alone did not
have the authority to remove him. If he still was not vindicated by having confessed and shown remorse and willingness to make amends, his
prelate could punish him so as to teach him respect and moderation,
which was how he should treat judges in writing and speech. The manner in which fray Isidro wrote Chacon was contrary to the humility of his
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order and the spirit of divine and human laws. He set about it precipitously and carelessly, on very weak grounds. Future recourse could be
had to the bishop of Durango and the custos to protect the governor,
who retained his rights to seek personal redress. 47
The fiscal's opinion was very favorable to Fray Isidro. Still, the
Franciscan was well aware that he was vulnerable on one point the fiscal
had mentioned, should it be raised in his case before the audiencia or at
a later time. It related to his knowledge of Indian languages. An order
from Carlos III dated 31 January 1784 contained an interrogatory for
each missionary about certain points relating to their activities. This
gave Fray Isidro an opportunity to fashion a defense against the charge
that he did not know the Indian languages in the missions where he
served. Writing from Sombrerete in November 1799, Cadelo responded
to the standard questions, elaborating on the way Franciscans in New
Mexico conducted themselves, as though he were still serving there. He
based his observations on his five years of service in the mission field
in eight different locations: El Paso, Socorro del Sur, Santa Fe, Tesuque,
Nambe,Pojoaque, Jemez, and Zia. The question oflndian languages was
important, because 1.13.4 of the Recopi/aci6n stated that viceroys,
audiencias, and governors were to take care that doctrineros knew the
required Indian language. If not, they were to act with prelates to remove priests.
The two questions related to language and Cadelo's uninformed
responses were as follows:
Were priests sufficiently instructed in the language oftheir parishioners?
There are two types of mission parishes, those of converted Indians
and those of espanoles and castas. The latter speak only Spanish, the
former speak their native language. Indians from every pueblo understand and speak the language of the heathen nations, the Navajos,
Comanches, Utes, and Apaches, without grammar or instruction, because their languages are derived from those of heathendom. It can be
inferred that the languages are related.
The languages of the Pueblos are unintelligible because one cannot
perceive in the Indians any pronunciation at all. There are neither grammars nor dictionaries from which the missionaries can learn them. For
this reason, the priests do not know them. Were a missionary to take the
trouble to write a grammar so that the others could learn, it would be
useless because the Indians do not have any distinct pronunciation,
much less could the languages be written in an orderly fashion, because
some Indians speak them one way and others another.
Did the Indians understand and usually speak Spanish or only
their former language?
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Some Indians speak broken Spanish in this way:
Mira Pare ese campana que tu mandando toca, a ese Doctrina ya
tocando, todo doctrinera ya viniendo para ya reza como tu
ensenando agora ya va milpa todo gente para que travaja, mira
ese moseton ya malo ya quiere mori, ya diciendo que llamara
Pare para confesa asina bueno nosotro pensando
Very few Indians speak this well and then only because the missionary forcefully obliges them. Even in his presence, small groups ofIndians who more or less understand Spanish speak their native language
among themselves, which they understand perfectly and use everywhere.
They impose it on their children from an early age.
Fray Isidro took a direct approach. He admitted he did not know the
Indians' languages as he should, but that was because they were impossible to speak, let alone learn. He also showed that few Indians mastered
Spanish. Cadelo found most nominally Christian Pueblos little different
from heathens. As an example of an exception, fray Isidro cited
A Comanche named Manuel Trujillo, a resident of Pojoaque,
speaks perfect Spanish, dresses like a citizen, works as a farmer
as he is able, and does what everyone else does. He does not
dance with Apache scalps, bathe daily in the early morning hours,
sing the Tumbe, or do the least thing the Pueblos do. Why?
Because he lives among and as other citizens. 48
Cadelo was taking a calculated risk that no one would know just
how absurd many of his assertions were. As it happened, the language
question never figured in the audiencia's deliberations.
The fiscal's opinion seemed to buoy Fray Isidro's confidence. In
early January 1800, he struck an indignant tone in a long letter to the
regente of the audiencia. He railed against the charges made against him
in the recent letters to the audiencia from Chacon and Hozio and in so
doing provided further details about the incident of 21 May 1798 at
Jemez.
After all, the only thing he had done, said Fray Isidro, was speak for
the Indians. His only crime was how he said what he said. Besides, Nereo,
who was the pueblo's principaljusticia, had urged the complaint. What,
then, was Cadelo to make of the fact that Nereo had stayed in Armenta's
house making jerky while his companeros took Cadelo's letter to Santa
Fe or of his traveling to Santa Fe with Armenta? He could only conclude
that Armenta had tried everything to save himself. That the Indians had
joined together to ask Cadelo to intervene on their behalf was not suspicious, but only their way of doing things. There was no reason for the
governor to detect an air of sedition in Cadelo's actions. The Indians
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had no one else to consult. Fray Isidro had acted because of6.10.21 of
the Recopilacion, which said offenses against Indians were to be more
severely punished, and because he was afraid they would return to their
heathen ways, since they bordered the heathen Navajos. That had moved
him to write his letter of 21 May 1798. All but Nereo had come to the
pueblo, obtained mounts, and gone on to Santa Fe without further counsel from Cadelo, which proved there was no sedition on his part.
Perhaps Armenta moved the governor to act as he did. The governor tyrannized Cadelo, however, Armenta and Nereo were protected.
The attempt to support Armenta and exact vengeance against a missionary in violation of the law was horrifying. The custos, dominated by the
governor, sought to appease him, in the process forgetting the general
law of the Franciscan Order for similar situations as well as specific
decisions from the king. The commandant general knew he, not the governor, exercised the vice-patronato. Cadelo had reminded him on 20 July
1798 that the action taken against him was invalid and that he had not
been heard. The commandant general should have ordered him reinstated, but his counsel said it was a question for Durango. Cadelo appealed to the audience because this was somewhat suspicious. Clearly,
there was a conspiracy against him. Putting aside personal insults, he
was concerned about the impact on the missionary corps.
'
Fray Isidro felt that Governor Chacon's letter of 3 October was unworthy of an answer by a priest, but answer he did. It violated 1.15.1 of
the Recopilacion, which stated that doctrineros received special appointments by the vice-patron and should be treated like other priests.
From beginning to end, Chacon's letter was a collection of satiric and
untrue suppositions woven from the most highly refined lies. This showed
how the religious suffered in New Mexico, as could be seen froni all of
its odious clauses. Such mistreatment from a bumpkin would be understandable, but from the pen of a governor, a well-born man, well educated and full of fine and attentive expressions, it was remarkable and
frightening. This was particularly true' in this case, because the governor was protecting the denigrating activities ofthe alcalde of Jemez. To
call a priest a liar and perjurer without proof, Who had heard of such a
thing?
To refute the governor's claim to the contrary, Fray Isidro included
originals of more than thirty friendly letters from Franciscan brethren.
As for Chacon's statement about Cadelo's private life, Fray Isidro suggested that the governor was attempting to judge something that not
even the church judged.
Taking into consideration 1.14.4-5 of the Recopilacion, the Council
of the Indies had approved Cadelo for missionary service. The Holy
Gospel Province confirmed this by patent from Provincial Garcia Figueroa.
The bishop examined him and granted him permission to say mass, preach,
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and hear confession, and all the authority granted to curas. Certifications by Armenta and Custos Hozio proved Fray Isidro's good conduct.
Moreover, the custos's was dated after all ofHozio's documents relating
to Cadelo's removal.
Now that the audiencia had heard from plaintiff and defendant, he
asked that a decision be rendered and his return to Jemez ordered as
soon as possible. He hoped for a lasting Christian reconciliation between the parties as long as those on the other side of the case agreed,
but he was not optimistic. Fray Isidro also asked that the time spent
away from his mission be counted as though he had been there and that
the plaintiffs pay his annual stipend, damages, and the travel expenses
he had incurred for himself and the late Sola. Finally, Fray Isidro requested the proceedings or an authorized copy of them for himself. 49
The audiencia ruled on 23 January 1800 that there had been a criminal attempt to strip Cadelo of the doctrina of San Diego de los Jemez on
the part of the custos and the governor without legal formalities, without just cause, without hearing his side of the matter, and without jurisdiction. It ordered him reinstated immediately. This order was to go to
the commandant general, who held the vice-patronato, so that the restitution could be verified. The question of whether a case should be
brought against Cadelo was to be substantiated. If another case were
merited, a hearing should be held with him and with the agreement of his
prelate, they should proceed to remove him in accord with the cedula of
1 August 1795. What had gone before would not be allowed to besmirch
the Cadelo.'s good name, established throughout his career. This decision was forwarded to the provincial in Mexico City and a copy given to
Fray Isidro so that his return to New Mexico would be unimpeded. so A
wary Fray' Isidro asked for and was granted a copy of the entire proceedings before they were sent to the commandant general. This was for his
protection in the event the case was reviewed. SI
Having won the day before the audiencia by arguing points of law,
Cadelo apparently wished to explain his actions at Jemez within a religious context. In a long letter to the audiencia, fray Isidro argued his
case again as though he were defending himself before a religious tribunal, such as he might have encountered in Durango. He began by repeating his characterization of the Indians of New Mexico, which had
appeared in his 1799 report: they were different from the heathen only
by having been baptized.
This served as the background for his explanation of the events of
21 May 1798. He had had to prove to the Indians that.he was on their
side when they spoke out against alcalde Armenta. Had he not acted
upon their cries and lamentations, they might well have returneCi to
heathendom. Had he called the justicia from a league away, the turmoil
would have been greater, as he would have imprisoned them or worse.
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As Fray Isidro warmed to his subject, he posed a series of questions. If Armenta was so insulted, why did he not confront Cadelo personally? If he had good intentions, why did he travel 25 leagues to put
ideas in the governor's head instead of the single league from his house
to Cadelo's mission? Why did he not ascertain first the serious reasons
for Cadelo's action? Knowing the nature of the Indians and their friendship with Fray Isidro, why did he opt for a vicious lawsuit? It was inconceivable that those gentle Indians would have conspired to make such a
complaint unless they felt they had been defrauded of what was theirs
and mistreated by the alcalde. Knowing that governors disliked priests,
he went to him, the results of which could have been disastrous. If
Cadelo's crime was so atrocious and enormous, why was the complaint
not lodged with his prelate rather than the governor?52
Fray Isidro then cited biblical teachings, the words of saints, religious authorities, and some laws he felt applied to his case. From the
Deuterocanonical book of Ecclesiasticus, or Sirach, Cadelo noted a verse
about evils of the tongue: "Curse the gossips and the double-tongued,
for they destroy the peace of many. "53 There could be no greater trouble,
no greater lie than the one Armenta told to the governor. There was no
better way than his letter to influence the governor to ruin Cadelo, no
better way to save the troublemaker and condemn the innocent.
This was a violation of ecclesiastical immunity, jurisdiction, and freedom as spelled out in the decree of the Council of Trent, Session 25,
Chapter 20. 54 It was a case of the patronato real being exercised by
someone without the authority to do so, in violation of the Recopi/aci6n,
1.6.1, which said that sacred places and ministers ofthe church were to
be treated with reverence and respect, as was the immunity ofthe church.
It also violated the cedula of 1 August 1795.
A loyal priest had been stripped of his mission and forced to travel
700 leagues from Jemez to Guadalajara without considering the risks of
the journey. If he were guilty, he should have been reprimanded and
pardoned, since he repented in his letter of 6 June 1798. If he sinned, he
should have been forgiven as Christ taught: "Be on your guard! If another disciple sins, you must rebuke the offender, and if there is repentance, you must forgive. And if the same person sins against you seven
times a day, and turns back to you seven times and says, 'I repent,' you
must forgive."55
An act of charity had been punished as though it were the greatest
of crimes. Had he not defended his poor, miserable Indians, it would
have been a mortal sin against charity and justice, which the doctors of
theology and canon law considered very grave. The passion of the powerful with respect to the weak had been sated. Thus, it seemed appropri-
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ate to Fray Isidro to baptize the proceedings with the most appropriate
name: Persecution. Cadelo recalled the words of Christ: "Blessed are
you when people revile you and persecute you and utter all kinds of evil
against you falsely on myaccount."56
Had Cadelo not acted, even greater outrages would have occurred.
This could be seen from the threats Governor Chac6n made at that time.
There could be no doubt that the poor, the orphaned, and disabled Indians should be aided and defended just as God assisted the miserable,
and this protection should be "Because the poor are despoiled, because
the needy groan. "57
Serious authors had written that stealing from a heathen was a more
serious sin than stealing from a Christian, since the thief dishonored the
faith he professed. Under this doctrine, stealing from quasi-heathen
Indians, such as those of Jemez, would be the same thing. It could occasion their flight from their pueblos to the mountains where they would
more contentedly live among the beasts and heathens than among weak
Christians. They would become apostates and die unsaved. Learning of
this, the heathen living nearby would never embrace the faith.
His request for the plaintiffs to pay his expenses was not a temporal
concern, which he had renounced; rather it was because he aspired to
the perfection to which he had pledged himself. As for his ministry, he
knew his additional obligations: "Take no gold, or silver, or copper in
your belts, no bag for your journey, or two tunics, or sandals, or a staff;
for laborers deserve their food. "58 Given those funds, he would happily
complete construction of the humble church he had left unfinished when
he was stripped of his mission. He would also use them to succor the
widow of Lazaro Sola and her children, as well as for other pious works
in his jurisdiction. Regarding those who suspected his actions, Fray
Isidro stated that had his motives been any other than to defend his
honor and his employ, he would not have asked Provincials Crucelaegui
and Oyarzabal for license to retire to Mexico City, which he was not
permitted to do. To guard against the slightest threat against him once
he returned to Jemez, he requested that the proceedings be sent to the
king and the Council of the Indies.
Cadelo reiterated his request to the audiencia for assistance in specific detail. To ensure his safe arrival in New Mexico he needed: from
Guadalajara to San Juan del Mezquital, six very strong horses, two mules,
two mozos, and whatever alms the regente deemed appropriate; from
Mezquital to Chihuahua, because it was very dangerous territory where
there were warlike Apaches, at least fifteen men with rifles, gunpowder,
bullets, lances, shields, and remounts for the long journey; from Chihuahua to EI Paso, which was more in the interior and more dangerous,
to travel with any security, twenty-five leather-jacketed soldiers from
the presidios of Nueva Vizcaya and fifteen additional experienced, val-

RICK HENDRICKS

147

iant Indian fighters; and from El Paso to New Mexico, because it was
even more in the interior, unpopulated, and surrounded by many warlike
Indiannations, an escort of at least 150 of the strongest men to see him
safely to Jemez. Fray Isidro also wanted to know who was to pay for
outfitting him for the trip and his expenses. He requested a passport
indicating that wherever he stopped and there could by a delay, the
justicias were to assist him because he was engaged in the service of the
king. 59
In mid-February, Fray Isidro received an answer. He was to be given
a copy of the audiencia's ruling so that he could return unhindered to
New Mexico. The fiscal was of the opinion that the governor and custos
should cover Cadelo's travel expenses; the treasury and Cadelo's annual stipend should not be used. Governors and other civil or ecclesiastical officials would surely assist him during his journey out of charity,
though they could not be forced to do so. The commandant general and
provincial were to see that justice was done. The passport Cadelo requested was ordered given him as well. 60 On 20 February 1800, the
audiencia ordered the ruling of 23 January fulfilled. The commandant
general was ordered to copy the proceedings in the event a subsequent
case was brought against Cadelo. The rulings were also to be sent to
Governor Chacon. Two days later, Fray Isidro signed a document indicating he had been informed about the audiencia's ruling. After coming
back from the chancellery with all the seals in early March, the decision
was given to Cadelo with a copy for the governor of New Mexico. 61
Cadelo presented the decisions issued by the audiencia to the commandant general in Chihuahua on 4 July 1800. On the seventh, they were
ordered returned to him so that he could continue to New Mexico, and·
he was issued a passport. 62 Fray Isidro arrived in New Mexico on 4
August 1800. Governor Chacon was en route to El Paso when Cadelo
presented the audiencia's ruling to him in Albuquerque. The decision
ordered Fray Isidro's reinstatement at Jemez after the commandant general and custos had come to an, agreement. Even though Cadelo had no
evidence that this had been done, Chacon complied with the order.
While the governor felt that he could point out many things in the
fiscal's opinions that related to him personally, he limited himself to one,
which challenged the prerogatives of his office. Chacon noted that in
his first opinion, the fiscal had cited a royal order stating that the
patronato real of New Mexico belonged not to the governor but to the
commandant general. This ignored Articles four and ten of the royal title
of 1776, which established the commandancy general, as well as the
instructions for governing the Provincias Internas that the viceroy, the
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Conde de Galvez, had issued in 1786. Chac6n was referring to the part of
Article four that established that the commandant general could
subdelegate, or transfer, the patronato real to the governors of Sonora,
Nueva Vizcaya, and similar provinces. 63
In addressing this point, the governor was defending something
that was part and parcel of his job. If it were dismembered, it would
result in delays in the royal service, since the province was so far from
the commandant general and the capital of the diocese. Finally, this
caused no prejudice to a third party, given that the commandant general
had superior jurisdiction in the vice-patronato. 64
Having been restored to his mission of Jemez, Fray Isidro received a
ruling on his request for interest on the annual stipends he had not been
paid while his case was pending. In early November, the audiencia supported his petition for interest. As for the stipends themselves, he should
have sought a ruling in Chihuahua from the commandant general. On 20
November, Fray Isidro informed the authorities in Chihuahua that he
was asking Chac6n for 1,635 pesos for expenses: maintenance, mozos,
animals, illnesses, delays, and suffering on his trips. He wanted a ruling
as to whether he was owed the stipends for the time he had been absent.
The counsel's opinion was that Cadelo had no right to the stipends.
The treasury paid them only to those occupied in the reduction, instruction, and catechizing of Indians as demonstrated by certifications of
their service. Moreover, the amount requested for Fray Isidro's expenses
was out of line. Given that Franciscans in New Mexico were content with
the 330-peso stipend they received annually, it seemed unlikely that
Cadelo could have spent 1,635 pesos. To avoid further bother with
Cadelo, however, the counsel suggested Fray Isidro be given 500 pesos,
200 from the custos and 300 from the governor. In' early January 1801,
Nava advised Chac6n that he agreed with the general counsel's opinion. 6~
The fiscal of the audiencia responded in early February 1800 to
Chac6n's letter of the previous September. He based his opinion on Article eight of Galvez's instructions of 1786, which, in the fiscal's interpretation, provided that the patronato real of the Provincias Internas
belonged to the commandant general. In so doing, the fiscal ignored the
1776 provision that had granted the commandant general power to
subdelegate the patronato real to provincial governors, which had formed
the basis of Chac6n's argument, and, in the view of the fiscal, had been
superseded. Moreover, the fiscal noted that the governor had not sent
copies of the documents to which he referred. Therefore, the points he
raised could not be given a further, more specific response. 66
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Commandant General Nava acknowledged receipt in April of word
from Governor Chac6n that he had paid Cadelo 300 pesos. Nava expressed hope that that would put an end to the dispute and avoid further impertinent moves on Cadelo's part. He added that he had to listen
to the counsel's advice because the counsel was the minister the king
had appointed for that purpose. 67
A measure ofthe importance of Cadelo's case became apparent early
the following year. Father Diego de Jurado appealed his removal from
San Antonio de Senecu, despite having served there for twenty-three
years. The provisor vicario general in Durango, citing the 1 August
1795 cedula and ruling by the Audiencia of Guadalajara of 23 January
1800, gave his opinion on 27 February 1802. The removal-justified or
not-was improper because a formal proceeding had not been held. On 3
March, Jurado was ordered reinstated and the decision made known to
Father Jose Serapi6n del Prado, a diocesan priest in El Paso. 68
Beyond his constant problems with Governor Chac6n, Fray Isidro
was an outspoken critic of the three newly arrived diocesan priests in
New Mexico and a prime mover against them. According to Father Juan
Jose de Sida, one ofthe diocesan clergymen, a group of Franciscans had
acted against other Franciscans; their custos, Fray Mariano Sanchez
Vergara; and the three diocesans. The group, which met at Santo Domingo
Pueblo in July, was led by fray Francisco Hozio. Also present were Fathers Rubi; Esteban San Miguel; Antonio Caballero; Antonio Barreras;
and Cadelo, who cast the deciding vote. In Sida's presence, Cadelo had
renounced his p'osition of definitor, saying that as definitor he could not
agree with the injustices the custos was attempting. What they wanted
was for the other Franciscans and the curas to leave New Mexico. This
was their attitude with respect to Father Gregorio Oliden.
The group's action scandalized the populace. These priests wrote
against their brothers, the custos, the diocesan priests, and the bishop
of Durango, the latter because he had forced the diocesan clergymen on
them, taking from them what the king had given them. These friars, who
publicly voiced these complaints, agreed with Cadelo. Fray Isidro had
also gone to Isleta and Belen to collect the signatures of Fathers Jose
Ignacio Sanchez and Cayetano Jose Ignacio Bernal against their brothers. 69
The definitorio, meeting in Santa Fe that November, besought the
custos to act prudently and intelligently, then presented a list of grievances in the form of questions, including: Why had he tried so hard to
break the king's laws, especially that of 1 August 1795, by trying to
place Fray Ambrosio Guerra in Isleta by stripping it from fray Sanchez?
Why in early June 1802 did he try to put this into effect, causing the
governor to get involved by restoring Sanchez to Isleta with the assistance of twelve soldiers and an officer? Why was there no consultation?
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and Why did he ignore the opinion on this matter that Cadelo provided?
Furthermore, Cadelo, because he disagreed and wanted no part of the
custos's actions, resigned as a definitor and withdrew to his mission.
His resignation~ however, was not accepted. 70
On 14 September 1803, a deep seated conflict burst to the surface.
Hilario Mestas, a citizen of San Isidro in the jurisdiction of Jemez, appeared before Governor Chacon to complain of abuses suffered at Fray
Isidro's hands. 71 Mestas had a history of problems with Fray Isidro. In
1801, alcalde Armenta had given Mestas a document explaining the seriouspenalties for anyone who indentured a son and for the person who
benefitted from his labor. Cadelo leveled the false accusation that Mestas
had a son of Marcos Apodaca in his service. The boy was actually
Mestas's godson and nephew and was living with him.
Earlier in 1803, while Mestas was away, one of his sons acted as a
guarantor to the godparent of a couple that was to marry by putting up
six sheep for the marriage fee. Though the son had to work to pay for
them first and was paid monthly, Cadelo did not want to wait and began
to pressure the justicia. Mestas's son was forced to give Fray Isidro the
sheep. Mestas delayed a few days, and Cadelo's anger was the origin of
the outrage against him. To Mestas, this proved that Cadelo did not
want to get along with his parishioners.
On another occasion, Cadelo embargoed a yoke of oxen and a laden
mule belonging to Mestas because they passed in front of the church on
a Sunday, even though that was the camino real and the route everyone
used. This prevented workers from gathering wood from the forest for a
week until Fray Isidro freed the animals and their gear. At the time this
happened, Mestas suffered the whole affair in silence, but had decided
to inform the governor so that the situation would not get worse. Cadelo
had asked the cura of Santa Fe, Jose Vivian Ortega, to undertake proceedings against his parishioners. Chacon said that if Ortega investigated, the governor would see that no harm befell Mestas or his
companions.
On 23 September, the teniente de justicia of the Jemez district, Salvador Lopez, went to Santa Fe and presented a document indicating that
the alcalde mayor, Armenta, had called together certain individuals in
his house to inform them of an order from Father Ortega, who was at the
mission with two notaries. On 25 September, Cadelo wrote the governor
asking him not to interfere in Ortega's investigation.
Ignoring Fray Isidro's request, Governor Chacon ordered Antonio
de Arce, lieutenant of the Santa Fe presidio, to take six soldiers to Jemez
to avoid disruption of public tranquility. They were to stay in the community house and see that no citizens left their fields. The soldiers were
to take care not to get involved with Cadelo or Ortega, remaining in
Jemez until the latter returned to Santa Fe. When Arce arrived in Jemez,
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several citizens had already been called to testify and be rebuked by the
two priests. Thus, he could not prevent them from being fined six pesos.
The nominal fine indicated that the delinquents were unimportant and.
that the idea was to terrorize them so that the priests could more freely
exercise their tyranny.
The governor ordered the alcalde to Santa Fe to explain his actions.
Armenta showed him a document proving Cadelo's excessive interest in
collecting first fruits and obventions. This tyranny was born of the citizens' unwillingness to satisfy him. His ill treatment of all who opposed
his arbitrary measures naturally followed. Calling the cura from Santa Fe
with two notaries and announcing it with much anticipation served the
end of authorizing and proving Cadelo's principles regarding first fruits
and other parochial fees. Moreover, Cadelo's letters to Armenta demonstrated his lack of respect and his impulsive, domineering, and self-interested character. He had no consideration for his poor, humble
parishioners.
On 1 October, the governor submitted an interrogatory to the two
notaries, Jose de la Pena and Antonio Ruiz. Their responses proved that
Cadelo alone could have done everything Ortega and the two notaries
had. All this was done, in the governor's opinion, to take by force from
Miguel Baca one-half fanega of wheat he did not owe. Were Baca a
violent man with little tolerance, such an insult might have provoked
him to commit a tragic attack on the priests.
Governor Chac6n had not framed an indictment in this instance because the audiencia had decided on 28 February 1800 that what had
been done in 1798 was outside the governor's jurisdiction. Neither the
commandant general nor the bishop had intervened then because it was
impraCticable. The commandant general was 230 leagues away and the
bishop around 500. Cadelo acted as though he had no superior in New
Mexico, and his behavior had not changed at all. He continued to propagate his pernicious principles among individuals of the custody in a way
that was as prejudicial to the citizenry as it was to the royal service.
As for Ortega, he had committed so many abuses and caused so
much upset since his arrival in New Mexico that the bishop of Durango
had to strip him of all his authority. The bishop's orders and warnings
had no effect, however, or had been given only the most minimal compliance. Governor Chac6n left it up to the audiencia to imagine what would
come of a union of two such as Cadelo and Ortega. The governor also
informed the commandant general, so that he could act as he saw fit. He
also advised the audiencia so that it would be apprised ofthe incident,
should Cadelo have recourse to that body again. 72
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Governor Chacon acknowledged in early 1804 that Commandant General Nemesio Salcedo directed him to add to the proceedings the
governor's letter of 28 June 1803 regarding the removal of Cadelo from
Jemez. In it he explained his motives for taking that action with the approval of Fray Isidro's prelate. Chacon also noted that Salcedo agreed
with the decision of the audiencia and the fiscal.
Chacon, however, felt wronged by the decision to return Cadelo.
Everything in his letter of 28 June about Cadelo was ancillary to the
principal matter discussed therein and not intended as a complaint
against the priest. Had he had one, it would have been better to lodge it
against the Audiencia of Guadalajara, Salcedo's predecessor, and the
commandant general's counsel. Chacon held all of them responsible for
the harm done to his government by the audiencia in subdelegating the
vice-patronato real granted by the Caballero de Croix. Based on Croix's
earlier transfer, there seemed to be no doubt that the governor's effort
was well founded and not just his way of complaining. He would leave it
in his superiors' hands to see whether there was justice in all the wrongs
he had suffered and would suffer in the future. That was the only reason
he mentioned the subdelegation of the vice-patronato real, because it
was a special privilege of his government, not Chacon's alone. As he
had done earlier, the governor neglected to document his claim that Croix
had transferred the patronato real to the governor of New Mexico. 73
In mid-June, Salcedo indicated that Chacon was building another
case against Cadelo. As a consequence of the governor's letter of 10
October 1803, a case file had been established. Salcedo sent it to Chacon
with the proviso that he was to give it to the custos. After the custos
warned Cadelo, he was to return the file to Salcedo. Custos de la Prada
wrote Governor Chacon the following month to explain that he had not
put into effect the commandant general's order to question Cadelo about
to his relations with the vecinos of Jemez, because a Navajo uprising
made it impossible for the custos's secretary to travel there. Chacon
countered that the custos, his secretary, and Fray Jose de Vera had returned from the mission to the Navajos without harm. In addition, other
religious had traveled safely to Santa Fe. He would provide an escort so
that Cadelo and the secretary could meet safely. The outcome of this
incident, apparently another dispute that came to the governor's attention, is unknown. 74
In May 1807, the custos informed the new governor, Joaquin del
Real Alencaster, of mission assignments; among the postings was
Cadelo's to Picuris. He was back at Jemez in August of that year, however, to declare that he had given his power of attorney to his servant,
the widow Maria Isidora Casados, to collect half the year.'s first fruits.
He had made a formal agreement with his successor, Father Sanchez
Vergara, on 15 June 1807 to this effect. Sanchez Vergara would receive
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the other half of the first fruits. A similar power of attorney was on
record, whereby Cadelo was to enjoy half of the first fruits from Picuris,
while his predecessor was to receive the other half. On 30 September
1808, Fray Isidro performed his last priestly duties at Picuris, burying
Juan Martin, husband of Juana, both of whom were Indians. He administered only the Sacrament of Penance, because he had not been called in
time. 75
The last word on Cadelo in New Mexico came from Fray Ramon Antonio Gonzalez. Not surprisingly, Fray Isidro had found more trouble.
Gonzalez referred in mid-November 1810 to certain unspecified documents relating to the stipend owed Cadelo, which Fray Benito Pereiro
had collected. Gonzalez was awaiting certification from the alcalde of
Taos, because he suspected the matter was a fraud that Cadelo and
Custos Jose Benito Pereiro had perpetrated. He was also awaiting word
from the bishop of Durango on the matter. 76
Cadelo's fate is uncertain; by December 1813 he was no longer living in New Mexico. Of the six Spanish Franciscans who had departed
Mexico City for New Mexico in 1792, only three remained twenty-one
years later, and Cadelo was not among them. One of the other three
transferred to the Jalisco province, and two died after completing more
than ten years of service. 77
Fray Isidro Cadelo arrived in New Mexico at a time of transition,
when a number of powerful currents flowed through the colony. Given
his admittedly volatile nature, it is small wonder that he found himself
forced into exile. Although he arrived poorly prepared to minister to
Pueblo Indians and initially cared little for them, he eventually risked his
career in a dangerous confrontation with the governor and fought successfully to return to his mission. While his personal correspondence
suggests that he gravitated to fellow Spaniards among his Franciscan
brethren, his nearly constant struggles with peninsular prelates indicate
that he may well have had little respect for authority of any stripe. As
for secularization of the missions and the coming of diocesan priests, he
was much in the forefront of the opposition. At a time when civil-military
authorities were trying to wrest away the power and influence of the
church over the populace in New Mexico by exerting their authority,
including exiling not a few priests, Cadelo availed himself of new legislation, ably and articulately arguing his own case to win back his mission. His legal victory gave other threatened priests a new means of
defense. Considering his stubborn determination, it is not surprising
that he insisted on going back to Jemez. It is no less so that he stayed in
trouble with the authorities for as long as his return lasted.
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